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ABSTRACT

Based on the assumption that learning difficulty in
programed instruction is related to completion time and program
response error-rates, an attempt was made to demonstrate that
deletion of knowledge of results (KR) and first example (E) in the
Rule—-Example-Positive/Negative Example teaching frame paradigm would
increase learning difficulty. Four groups of 31 subsets each
completed programs with the following designs: E and KR; E and no KRj;
KR and no E, and no ® and no KR. Program response rates and work
rates favored the inclusion of examples. KR influenced completion
time when the examples were deleted. It was concluded that examrles
in teaching frames were a factor influencing learning difficulty.
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